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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 

Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: The claim states a 
method claim and the claim is defined as a means for type claim. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: The claim states the 
use of a "coded" header. The use of 'coded' has been removed in all the claims by the 
amendment filed by the applicant on 9/18/09. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out 

and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his 

invention. 



Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as failing to 
set forth the subject matter which applicant(s) regard as their invention. 

Note: Examiner states that the new amendments introduces new numerous 112 
2 — rejections to the extent that it is almost impossible to meet the bounds of the claims. 

In the independent claims 1, 6, and 11, the applicant has stated "means for 
temporarily storing a broadcasting payload of a broadcasting packet inside the receiving 
broadcasting router; means for temporarily stripping the broadcasting payload from the 
broadcasting packet at the receiving router". It is not clear to a person skilled in the art 
on how the payload by itself is stored first and then stripped from the packet. The 
examiner believes that those two lines need to be swapped and should recite "means 
for temporarily stripping the broadcasting payload from the broadcasting packet at the 
receiving router, means for temporarily storing a broadcasting payload of a broadcasting 
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packet inside the receiving broadcasting router". The swapping of the lines would make 
it clear to one skilled in the art to interpret that the broadcasting payload is stripped from 
the broadcasting packet at the receiving router, when the packet is sent to it. 

The applicant is not clear on how stripping of the payload is done temporarily? 
One can see on how the broadcasting packet or payload is stored temporarily. But how 
is stripping done to the packet a temporarily? The specification does not adequately 
explain on how the packet is stripped temporarily? 

The applicant states that after the packet is stripped into a header and payload 
form at the receiving router, then the sender router sends headers to the receiving 
router. This is stated in the following lines of the claim "means for transmitting a header 
for each of plurality of the broadcasting packets from the sending router to the receiving 
router, wherein said packets have different headers and identical payloads". To a 
person skilled in the art - "headers" can not be sent to a router by itself. A packet is 
transmitted which consist of payload and header (this is common and well known in the 
art - the components of packet are header and payload). The specification does not 
adequately disclose or explain on how headers only are transmitted. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement 
thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements 
of this title. 

Claim(s) 11-15 are rejected under 35 USC 101 since the claims are directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim(s) 11-15 recite computer-readable medium which 
appear to cover both transitory and non-transitory embodiments. The United States 
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) is required to give claims their broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification during proceedings before the 
USPTO. See In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319 (Fed. Cir. 1989) (during patent examination the 
pending claims must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow). The 
broadest reasonable interpretation of a claim drawn to a computer readable medium 
(also called machine readable medium and other such variations) typically covers forms 
of non-transitory tangible media and transitory propagating signals per se in view of the 
ordinary and customary meaning of computer readable media, particularly when the 
specification is silent . See M PEP 2111.01. When the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of a claim covers a signal perse, the claim must be rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 101 as covering non-statutory subject matter. See In re Nuijten, 500 F.3d 
1346, 1356-57 (Fed. Cir. 2007) (transitory embodiments are not directed to statutory 
subject matter) and Interim Examination Instructions for Evaluating Subject Matter 
Eligibility Under 35 U.S.C. § 101, Aug. 24, 2009; p. 2. 

The Examiner suggests that the Applicant add the limitation "non-transitory" to 
the computer-readable medium as recited in the claim(s) in order to properly render the 
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claim(s) in statutory form in view of their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of 
the originally filed specification. The Examiner also suggests that the specification may 
be amended to include the term "non-transitory computer readable medium" to avoid a 
potential objection to the specification for a lack of antecedent basis of the claimed 
terminology. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krause (US Pub 200501 80568), view of Karim (US Pub 2003021 71 08). 

Consider independent Claims 11,1, and 6, Krause discloses a computer 
readable medium storing a computer program which when executed performs the 
implementation for distributing electronic document distribution system where a user 
access via a plurality of data processor controlled interactive display terminals for 
sending and receiving broadcasting packets (Krause, Pg 7 [0076]), said program for 
routing broadcasting packets from sending router to a receiving router comprising: 
means for temporarily storing broadcasting payload inside the receiving broadcasting 
router (Krause, Pg 7 [0077], Pg 10 [0094], Pg 1 1 [0102]), means for temporarily 
stripping the broadcasting payload from the broadcasting packet (Krause, Pg 7 [0077], 
Pg 10 [0094], Pg 11 [0102]); means for transmitting header for each of the plurality of 
the broadcasting packet from the sending router to the receiving router, wherein said 
packets have different headers and identical payloads (Krause, Pg 7 [0077], Pg 10 
[0094], Pg 1 1 [0102]); means for attaching the broadcasting payload stored in the 
receiving router to the header arriving in the receiving router (Krause, Pg 7 [0077], Pg 
10 [0094], Pg 1 1 [0102]); Krause discloses means for temporarily replacing the stripped 
broadcasting payload (Krause, Pg 7 [0077], Pg 10 [0094], Pg 11 [0102]). 
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But Krause fails to disclose that an electronic document distribution system for 
routing broadcasting packets from a sending server to a receiving server. 

Nonetheless, Karim discloses an electronic document distribution system for 
routing broadcasting packets from a sending server to a receiving server (Karim, Pg 3, 
[0051], [0057]). 

Both Karim-Krause provide features related to communication. Therefore one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings since both 
are within the same environment. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to incorporate the use of an electronic document distribution 
system, taught by Karim, in the system of Krause for the purpose of having the system 
to able to strip document-content related broadcast packets into headers and payloads 
to enable efficient routing of data. 

Claim 1 includes a method with limitations that are substantially similar to the 
limitations of claim 1 1 . Claim 6 includes a method claim involving distribution of 
documents in the network with network packets limitations of Claim 1 1 . 

Consider Claim 12, 2, 7 Krause-Karim discloses the system of claim 1 1 
further comprising means in the document distribution system (Karim, Pg 3, [0051], 
[0057]) for reducing the broadcasting payload of the broadcasting packet to a header 
(Krause, Pg 7 [0077], Pg 10 [0094], Pg 11 [0102]). Claim 2 includes a method with 
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limitations that are substantially similar to the limitations of claim 12. Claim 7 includes a 
method claim involving distribution of documents in the network with network packets 
limitations that substantially similar to limitations of Claim 12. 



Consider Claim 13, 3, 8 Krause-Karim discloses the computer readable 
medium of claim 12 further comprising means for relaying the broadcasting payload to a 
destination router according to its address to form the full broadcasting packet (Krause, 
Pg 7 [0077], Pg 10 [0094], Pg 11 [0102]). Claim 3 includes a method with limitations 
that are substantially similar to the limitations of claim 13. Claim 8 includes a method 
claim involving distribution of documents in the network with network packets and the 
limitations that substantially similar to limitations of Claim 1 3. 



Consider Claim 14, 4, 9, Krause-Karim discloses the computer readable medium 
of claim 13 wherein said document distribution system is an electronic mail distribution 
system associated with electronic mail sources (Karim, Pg 3, [0051], [0057]). Claim 4 
includes a method with limitations that are substantially similar to the limitations of claim 
14. Claim 9 includes a method claim involving distribution of documents in the network 
with network packets limitations that substantially similar to limitations of Claim 14. 



Application/Control Number: 10/727,321 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2443 

Consider Claim 15, 5, 10 Krause-Karim discloses the computer readable 
medium of claim 13 wherein; said broadcasting payloads are digitized packets (Krause, 
Pg 7 [0077], Pg 10 [0094], Pg 1 1 [0102]); and said network distribution system is a 
network server system (Karim, Pg 3, [0051], [0057]). Claim 5 includes a method with 
limitations that are substantially similar to the limitations of claim 15. Claim 10 includes 
a method claim involving distribution of documents in the network with network packets 
limitations that substantially similar to limitations of Claim 15. 

Response to Arguments 

The Examiner maintains the current art rejection as stated in the previous office- 
actions. The current amended claims submitted in 9/18/09 have severe 112 rejections. 
The new amendment introduces numerous new 1 12 2 nd rejections to the extent that it is 
almost impossible to meet the bounds of the claims. 

Applicant argues that the Krause does not teach transmitting packets having 
identical payloads and different headers, wherein the payload is stored inside the 
receiving router and subsequently attached to each header arriving at the receiving 
router. 

Examiner cites that it is well known in the art that header by itself can not be 
transmitted in a TCP/IP network. The header has to be embedded in a packet. For 
example an IP packet is made of header and payload. Header without the payload will 
not be a packet and a header by itself can not be transmitted in an IP network. 
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The Krause reference will be broadly interpreted to the applicant's claimed 
invention. In Krause [0077], Krause discloses the stripping of packets from their header 
and payload. Krause does teach of transmitting identical payloads and different 
headers (Krause, [0077], [0078], Krause discloses on how the MPEG PID is extracted 
from the MPEG packet - here the MPEG PID will be treated as a payload, and if the 
next MPEG packet in the sequence of packets have the same MPEG PID, then it has 
identical payload and different headers). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANISH SIKRI whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1783. The examiner can normally be reached on 8am - 5pm Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tonia Dollinger can be reached on 571-272-4170. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Anish Sikri 
a.s. 

3/1/10 

/Tonia LM Dollinger/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2443 



